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ORDER . 
BE IT BEMEMBERH> mat on the 25* day of July 2000 the Court, in accotdanee with 
Marhnanv. Westview Instruments, J*:, 52 F3d 967 (Fed. Cir. 1995), 116 S. Ct.1384 (1996), 
held a hearing at winch the patties appeared by representation of counsel and made Oral arguments 
cm their proposed claims construction. At the hearing, the parties presented a Joint Stipulation of 
Claim Construction, indicating that the parties have agreed upon the definitions for seventeen terms 
and/or phrases in U.S. Patent No. 5,941,972 ("the «972 patent"), and that only ten terms and/or 
phrases in the '972 patent remain in dispute. After considering the briefs, the case file as a whole, 
and me applicable law, me Court enterslhe foDo«^opirdoii and order. 
X Standard for Claims Construction 

The construction of claims, or the definition of the teon^ 
law for the Court vhen adopting a daimco^ 
- evidence, w hl^mclBdgtl^ 
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Cosy. v. Concepiromc,Jnc,;90T3d.l576, 1582<Fei€ir. 1996)(^laiiunBlhaliiit^0CTddence 
sJ^moststgamcaiit^^ 



siirprismgly,fhestar^ Id;secalsoComark 
Communicators, htc v. Harris Corp., 156 F3d 1182, 1186 (FecLCir. 1998). Towards of the 
dminSHregeDeraUygtothdr ordinary and t^istoma^ 

use a "special definition of fiie term clearly stated in the patent specification or ffleTustory.** 
Wtrvmcs, 90 F3d at 1582. Thus, the Court must review the specification and file history to 
detennine whether the .patentee intended to use any such "speciaF definitions. See id. The 
speeificationandfflehistotyWy^ See 
.Cow**, 156 E3d at 1186. 

The specification and file history, however, are not substitutes for the plain language of the 
claims. The specification is not meant to describe mefull scope cf the patent- it includes only a 
written description of the invention, sufficient to enable aperson skilled in the art to make and use 
it, as well as the irrvention' s "best mode." &e35U.S.C. § 112. Thus, the claims may be broader 
thantbespecfficanon, 

%1hesr^catiott. SeeComark. 156E3dat 1187 fAlmooghthe specificationmayaidmeccnjrt 

in hiteipreting the meaning of disputed claim language, particular embodiments and examples 

app^fclhespecm^ 

C5rcuithasiet«att^ 

claims.'' Id. at 1186. 

In. addition » raramiiung the intrinsic evidence me 

extrinsioevidenceiegai^ 
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v. Her&mLabs: Carpal F3d 709,716 (F^ Cfc/199$ CP^^ 

testimony for background and education on the technology implicated by the presented claim 
construction issues, and. trial courts have broad discretion in this regard/ 1 }- The plaintiff has 
provided an expert affidavit and the defendant has provided excerpts from several* dictionaries as 
extrinsic evidence conc ernin g fee construction of Hie terms of the c 972 patent 
JL "implements access controls for storage space on the SCSI storage devices" 

This phrase is used in claims 1, 10 and 11 ofihe *972 patent The parties dispute whether 



or whether it also includes limiting access to entire undivided SCSI storage devices. The plaintiff 
argues tbephiase includes both kinds of access controls; the defendants say the pbrase refers only 
to access controls for various subsections -within a -single divided SCSI storage device. The 
defendants also argue the plaintiffs construction is improper because, if adopted, it will result inihe 
'972 patent being invalidated by priorait : - 

The plaintiff proposes the following definition: "provides controls which limit a computer 7 s 
access to a specific subset of storage devices or sections of a single storage device" See Plaintiffs 
Brid& at 20. The defendants propose the phrase should be defined as '^partitions the storage space 
on each one of the SCSI storage devices and defines fbe accessibility of each resulting partition. 9 ' 
See Defendants* Brief, Ex.2, the Court agreeswitfa the plaintiff! 

The intrinsic evidence of the '972 patent shc^iheplaintifFs inrventionis intended to restrict 
access bofii to subsections of a SCSI storage device^ as xv^ as to 

First, the plain language of this phrase refers only to "storage space** and does not limit the space 
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only to subsections of adivided SCSI storage device. Second, Figure 3 of the '972 jpatenl Supports 
a t?ioad reading of this phrase. Figure 3 shorn three SCSI storage devices, two of which are 
undivided (60 and 64). The third device (62) is divided into four subsections of storage space. From 
the single labeling on Figure 3, it is clear thattheentixe, undivided storage device (64) is meant to 
he accessed only by a single workstation (computer E). Thus, Figure 3 expressly shows that the 
plaintiff s invention contemplates using "access controls 9 * for an entire, undivided storage device as 
well as for the divided subsections within a single storage device. 3 Third, the language of the 
specification expressly, describes Mting access to an. entire, undivided SCSI storage device. 
Specifically, in referring to Figure 3, the specification states "storage device 64 can he allocated as* 
storage far the remaining workstation 58 (workstation EV* See *972 Patent, at 4:20-4:21. At the 
hearing, the defendants* counsel argued that, simply because Figure 3 describes this feature does not 
mean the feature yms intended to be part of the daimed invention. The Court soundly rej ects this 
argument Figure 3 is meant to be an example of how the plaintiffs daimed invention can be 
implemented, and 'die specification clearly describes, fins figure as illustrating one implementation 
of the claimed invention. Adopting the defendants* argument would ignore a fundamental principle 
of clams construction, oftrepeated inthe defendants' brief and oral arguments, that the specification 
is "the single best guide to the meaning of a disputed torn." See Vitromcs, 90 F3dat 1582. Finally, 
the defendants correctly point out that the specification also refers to the single, undivided storage 
device (64) as a "partition (Le., logical storage definition)." See '972 Patent, at 4:44 - 4:47. RjHhsr 
than compel the defendants 9 proposed construction, however, this language supports the plaintiffs 

1 Figure 3 also discloses - and the defendants do not dispute -thai the plaintiffs invention 
contemplates limiting access to various subsections of the divided SCSI storage device (62). 

•4 r 
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aigu me nt at the bearing that a discrete unit of storage— "whether an entire SCSI storage device or a 
subsection within that device - can be referred to as s a "partition/* 2 

The defendants also argue that; even if the intrinsic evidence supports ike plaintiff' s proposed 
definition, this definition is nonetheless improper because it would, cause the '972 patent to read 
directly upon prior art (and therefore be invalid). It is true that "claims should be read in a way thai 
avoids ensnaring prior art if it is possible to do so" Harris Carp, v. IXYS Corp. 9 1 14 F.3d U49, 
1153 (Fed. Cm 1997), However, the defendants have not shown that prior art at issue— the Lui 

patent -would be "ensnared* by adopting the plaintiffs definition. Importantly, fee Lui patent was 

*** 

partofthepriorart expressly considered by thepaient examiner before granting the c 972 patent The • 
'patent examiner apparently did not use the Ltd patmt to iciest a angle claim, inlhe *972 pate nt The 
patent examiner also did not issue an Office Action requiring -fee plaintiff to disfiTig nkb its invention 
from the Lni patent on access control (or any-other) grounds. Although the Patent Office is not the 
model of efficiency or thoroughness, its failnre to cite the Lni patentas potentially invalidating prior 
art creates a strong presumption that the Lui patent does not read upon the plaintiff's claimed 
invention. Ih addition, it does not appear to the Court that the Lui patent reads upon the *972 
claimed invention. While the Lui patent does disclose a system of Fibre Channel computers and 
SCSI storage devices, see Deftmdants* Brie£ Ex. 6, at 2:53 - 2:65, the similarities tend there. The 
Xni patent concerns an invention of "bypass circuits 5 * used to "prevent the failure of any device" in 
the system. See id, at Abstract. The invention of the Lui patent is not concerned with the swift 
transfer of information across a router, and thus does not disclose techniques for mapping, 



2 The Court expressly notes, ho wev^ 
as that term is not used in the '972 daim language. 
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in^lementhyj access controls, or .a memory buffer? At the heating, the d,efendants* counsel 
suggested that Figure 2 of ihc Lui patent discloses the claimed invention Of the *972 patent 
However, Fignre 2 of Hie Lai patent is not a part of the Lui invention; rather it is an illustration of 
e "conventiohaT network system that the Lui invention allegedly improves upon. See id at 3:66; 
TheCourt rejects the defendants' argument thM "convention!" networic systems also read directly 
•upon the '972 claimed invention. The patent examiner may have let one piece of prior art dip by; 
he or she would not lave missed a "conventional 1 ' network system directly applicable to the 
plaintiffs claimed invention. 

In sum, ^the Court will adopt the plaintiff s proposed definition and construe the phrase 
"implementsaccess controls" inthe claims of the '972patentto mean "provides controls which limit 
a computer^ access to a specific subset of storage devices or sections of a single storage'device." 
TTT. "allocation of subsets of storage space to associated Fibre Channel devices, wherein 
each subset is only accessible by the associated Fibre Chanel device" 
The dispute hoe is essentially the same as in the.preceding section. This phrase is used in 
daims^Band ^of-fliB^TZpaienL As it did with the "implements access controls . . . w phrase^ 
the plaintiff argues the ^allocation . - J 9 phrase means tot specific Fibre Channel devices can be - 
allocated storage space on subsections of a single SCSI storage device and on entire, undividedSCSI . 
storage devices. The defendants stick to their general argument on this issue, and contend the phrase 

3 The defendmrts argue 1h^^ 
any ffvfmt vim cBsdas sd in nther prior nit See Defendants* B rief, at 12 an d n.l ■ T he Court is n ot 
persuad ed feat these features are "xmphratt^ 

briefly referenced by the defendants makes no mention of co mbining thai prior art with the invention 
of the Lm patent; or vice-versa. 

-6- 
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means storage space can only be allocated on subsections of a single divided SQSI storage device. 

Both parties agree tfrisstonige. space, howesver it is defined, can only be .accessed by tiie specified 

Fibre Channel devicefs). 

IheplaintffFs proposed definition is **suhsets of storage space are allocated to specific Fibre 

Channel devices,** Plaintiffs Brief; at 26. The defendants say Ihe phrase should be defined to 

mean "one or more partitions thatare only accessible by a angle Fibre Channel device." See 

Defendants* Briefc Ex. 2. For the reasons discnssedin the piece^g section, the (^mt^qpts flie 

plaintiff's proposed construction. 
IV. "supervisor lmiP 

Thistieam is used in claims 1,2 and 10 crf1he 4 972 patent The'pMn^conte^^tEim 
should be defined as ^rnicrapro cesser programmed to process data in a buffer m order to map 
between Fibre Channel devices and SCSI devices and which, implements access controls." See 
Plaintiffs Brief, at 25. The defmrianfs argne me term, should be defined as "an Intel 8096QEP 
processor" with several specific features. See Defendants' Brief, Ex. 2. 

The defendants argne their construction is mandated by me means-plus-fiinction analysis of 
§ 1 12(6) of the Patent Act, because the claims of the l 972 patent do not adequately describe the 
"supervisor unit* to be used. See Defendants* Brief, at 15-17. The plaintiff argues ftat-§ 112(6) 
does not apply because the term "means'* is not used with the term "supervisor unit" and because 
tlffi term "supervisor maT is adequately described by onier dai m langu a ge in me '972 patent See 

PlaintifFsJ^ib7i(«Fjdub^ 

Section 112(6) of tiie Patent Act provides mat when a ckim refers to the "means for" a 

; — : : ; -7- ~ ~- 
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specific act, but fails to adequately describe these means, the means then must be defined by 
reference 'to the specification; See 35 U-S.C- $ 112(6)* If the claim language at issue dtie^jqqt 
include the tenu^means,** there is apresurnptionthatthe § 1 12(6) means-plns-function analysis does 
not apply. SeeAlSSte Corp. v. YSIbit% Jhc^ 174 F 3d 1308;, 1318 (Fed CSr*. 1999) ("[WJhen an 
element of a claim does not use die term 'means,' treatment as ameacs-phis-functian claim element 
isgenfitallynot^>pIop^ate. ,, )- To overcome tMspresumjti^^ § 112(6) 

mast show die claim language at issue is purely junctional and that other claim language does not 
adequately describe the disputed torn. See id ("[W]hen it is apparent dia* die dement invokes 
purely functional tenns, widiontthe additional recital of specific structure or material for performing 
that function, die claim element may be a means-plus-function element despite the lack of express 
means-plus- function language"). From a review of die claim language as a whole, the Court agrees 
with the plaintiff that -fee .term "supervisor unit" is not purely functional, but tefers instead to a 
device that can perform the tasks specifically listed in die claim language of the c 972 patent 
Specifically, claims 1, 2 and 1 0 of the '972 patent describe a "supervisor unit" that Cam (1) ITtfinjinm 
andmap die configuration of networked Fibre Channel and SCSI storage devices; (2) include in fins 
c onfigurati on an allocation of specific storage space to specific Fibre Channel devices; (3) 
imp lement access controls for the SCSI storage devices; and (4) process data in the storage router's 
buffer to allow an exchange between die Fibre Channel and SCSI storage devices. See c 972 Patent, 



4 Section 112(6) reads as follows: "An element in a claim for a combination may be 
e xpre ssed as a means or step for performing a specified function without die recital of structure, 
material; or acts in support thereof and such claim shall be construed to cover die corresponding 
structure, materia!* or acts described in die specification and equivalents thereof!* 35 ILS.C § 
112(6). 
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at Claims 1, 2 and 10. These arc the same tasks described in the plaintiffs proppsed definition. In 
addition, the spedffic^onesqyressly defines 1fae "supervisorimit" as '^microprocessor* (a computer 
chip) and specifically as a a microprocessor for controlling operation of storage router 56 and to 
handle mapping and security access for requests between Fibre Channel 52 and SCSI bus 54." See 
id at 5:7 - 5:10. However, neither the specification (nor the claim language) limits the L 972 patent 
to the specific Intel computer drip referenced by the defendants. Although the defendants correctly 
point out that the Intel 80960 chip is the only computer chip expressly named in the '972 patent and 
the specification describes many features this chip, the defendants fail to note that the Intel 80960 
chip is listed as only "one implementation" of /the claimed invention's microprocessor. See '972 
Patent, at 5:63, The defendants are attempting exactly what the Federal Circuit prohibits - to limit 
the claims to the preferred embodiment and examples of ihespeefficafion. "This court has cautioned 
against limiting the claimed invention to preferred embodiments or specific examples in the 
specification/' Contort, 156F.3datll86 (quoting Texas Instruments, Inc. v* United States Jfot'l 
Trade Comm % 805 F-2d 1558, 1563 (Fed- Cir. 1988)). The Court will not use an example of "one 
implementation 95 in the specification to limit the plain language of the claims. Accordingly, the 
Court adopts the plaintiff s definition of "supervisor umtf and will constrae that term as used in the 
claims of the *972 patent to mean "a imcropro data in a buffer in order 

to map between Fibre Channel devices and SCSI devices and Tvhich implements access controls." 
V. «SCSI storage devices* 

Thistehn. is usedniclahns 1,4,7,^11 an^ The plflinfifif argues tiiat 

this tern essentially needs no farther definition because the term SCSI is. so well-known in the 
industry, but proposes that the term can be further defined as "any storage device including, for 

— ^ : — — — ^9- : ~ 
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cxainple, a taps drive, CD-ROM drive, or a hard disk drive that understands thcSCSI £nrotocoI and 
can commuru 

BrtyiiBTnytTip.SCRTprotDGoL" Plaintiffs Brie£ at IB. The Arfenrismtaarpi.-fy 
team should be defined as "any storage device that uses a SCSI standard and has 
BUScTARQEriUN address," See.Defendahte* Brief, Ex. 2. 

The Court agrees with the pkmi£f£ Essentially, the defendants contend their narrow 
definition should be used because it "comports with*972 specification" and its discussion of SCSI 
storage devices. See Defendant's Brief; at 14/ However,; the specification language referred to by 
the defendants is' only one example of how the SCSI storage device addressing scfaetae W be 
represented. See *972 Patent, at 739, Again, the defendants are impermissibly trying to limit the 
claim language to an example given in the specification. SeeComark, 156 R3d at 1186-S7. Fdrthe 
sake of extra clarity, the Court will adopt the plaintiffs proposed definition for this term." * 
VL "process data in &e buffer" 

Utis phrase is used in claims land lOofthe '972 patent Theplaiiiliffmgues^pl^eh 
adequately defined on its own and by fee surrounding claim language. The defendants contend the 
phrase should be defined as *to manipulate data in fee buffer in a manuer^to (a) achieve mapping 
between Fibre Channel and SCSI devices, and (b) apply acoe^ controls and routing Sanctions" See 
Defendants' Brie£ Bc.2l 

Tbe plain language of claims 1 and 1 0 disclose that the fcrqjervisor unit (the mi cr opro cessor) 
processes data in the buffer "to interface between fhe Fibre Channel controller and the SCSI 
controller to allow access from Fibre Cham^el initiator devices to SCSI storage devices using the 
native low level, block protocol in accordance with fhe configuration/ 5 See c 972 Patent, at Claims 
1 and 10. Tins language adequately describes what it mearsto'^pmcessdatttinthebnf^fortiiese 

-10- 
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claims. Simply because the specification may Use slightly different language to describe this 
"processing" we id at 5:18 - 5:2ft, does not entitle the defendants to adopt the specification 
language over the plain language of the claims. The Court -will not ferther define this phrase. 
VIL "storage router" 

This tenuis used in claims 1-7 and 10 of the * 972 patent The plaintifPaigues the term needs 
no further definitionfor claims 1 -6, and for claim 7 it should be defined as "adevice which provides 
virtual local storage, maps, implements access controls, and allows access using native low level 
block protocols.** See Plaintiffs Brief; at 27. The defendants contend the term should mean "a 
bridge device that connects a Fibre Channel link directly to a SCSI bus and enables the exchange of 
SCSI command set information between application clients on SCSI bus devices and the Fibre 
Channel links." See Defendants 3 Brie£..Ex.2* _ 

The defendants do not make any argument for their proposed dtiEnitionnifiieir brief; and did 
not discuss the term at the July 25 hearing. In their notebook of exhibits presented at the hearing, 
the defendants include one page which supports their definition "with -a quote from the specification. 
See Defendants 1 Markman .Exhibits* "Maikman Presentation" Tab, at 22. This argument is 
disingenuous. The specification language quoted by the defendants is immediately followed by 
several sentences Anther defining "storage router " Indeed, the next sentence begins "Further, the 
storage router applies access controls . . " See '972 Patent, at 5 30> The defendants* attempt to 
limit the teim "storage router" to one ofseveial descriptive sentences in die specification is not well- 
taken. In addition, the Court finds the tern "storage router " as used in all claims of the *972 patent, 
b adequately described by theadditionqllangnageof theclaims, which Hrsclnsgg fa Hgtml fee various 
functions and/or qualities of the storage router. Hie Court will not firrtherdefine tins term. 
: : : — ^_ — . — — : : 
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VIEL "map* " . ' 

This tenn is used mdrnmis I 3 7, 10 and 11 of the -972 patent The nfainfiif txmtends the term 

means 'to create a path, from a device an one side of die storage route- to a device on the other side 
of the router, £e. from a Fibre Channel device to a SCSI device (or •vice-versa). A 'map* contains 
a representation of devices on each side of the storage; router, so that when a device on one side of 
the storage router wants to communicate to a device on the other side of the storage router, the 
storage router can connect the devices." See Plaintiff s Brief, at 2Z The defendants arguetiie term 
means "to translate addresses." . See Defendants" Brief, Ex. 2. 

In support of their 1 definition, the defendants point only to a dictionary definition of u map" 
See Defendants' Brief, at 13 and Ex. 4. The plaintiff; on the other hand, cites to specific portions 
of the specification that support its definitions of map (both as a verb and a noun) as used in the 
claims of the *972 potent &e Plaintiffs Brie£ at 22 (citing l 972 Patent, fit 1:66 -.2:5 and 6:65 - 7:6)- 
Because intrinsic- evidence is far more salient than a dictionary definition* and because the Court 
agrees that the specification language sited by the plaintiff supports its construction of the term 
"map/* the Court wiS adopt the plaintiffs proposed definition of this term, 
DL "Fibre Cfcannel protocol unit* and "SCSI protocol unit" 

These terms are used- in claims 5 and 6 of the '972 patent The plahitiff contends these 
pbmies should be defined as *a portion of theFflite Channel controller which connects to the Fibre 
Channel transport mediran* and "a portion of the SCSI controller which interfaces to the SCSI bus/* 
See Plaintiffs Brief, at 27. The defendants say the terms mean "block and equivalents thereof that 
connects to the Fibre Channel transport medium" and "block and equivalents thereof that connects 
to the SCSI bus transport medium.* ^Defendants* Brief, Ejc 2. 

-12- 
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The defendants arguethemean^^ analysis of § 1 12(6) should apply herebecause 

Ihc terms are well-lcnoTm and are not defined in two dictionaries cited by the defendants. See 
Defendants* Brief, at 7-8, 1 4-15, Ex. 4 and Ex. 5, However, the d e fe nd a nt s do not indicate how Hie 
term should he defoed-in reference to the specification, and in fact contend "the '972 specification 
foils to reveal any structure corresponding to the claimed function." See ui at 8 and 15. The 
defendants ten propose the word "block" should be used to- describe these terms because the 
"protocol units" are dimply depicted as abloctwithk thediagramof Figito 5" of the '972pafent 
Seeid This reasoning is wholly xinpersnasive. Simply because a figure iii the patent physically 
depicts the protocol units in a block-like shape, it does not fcflow that the units should be defined 
as "blocks or equivalents thereof Under that reasoning, the SCSI storage devices, which are 
physically dqricted as cylinders in the 6 972 patent, cauQdfce defined simply as "cylinders, cal drums 
— or monkey barrels, or equivalents thereof 95 As the plaintiff correctly points out, the language of 

claims 5 and 6 plainly states that the . "protocol units" for both devices are part of the "controllers'* 
for the devices, and are-intended to "cctanecF fee devices to various 'transport media" to 
various cables). See '972 Patent, at Claims 5 and 6. Accordingly, the Court adopts the plaintiffs 
definitions for these terms, and will construe the terms to mean "a portion of the Fibre Channel 
controller wiriA connects to the Fihre diai^ SCSI 
controller which interfaces to the SCSI bus." 
X- . "interface* 

In their Joint Stipulation of Claim Construction, the parties claim thfe meaning of the term 
cr mleifece n is in dispute. However, tins phrase is not discussed 'in any of the parties' bricfe, and 
neither side presented an argument at fheJuly 25 hearing as to why the term 

. . . . -rnj-r : - 
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a standard and oriEnaiy roeaning — even to a federal judge —And the Court "will not further rfftfinft 

it • 

XL Undisputed Terms 

Finally, in their Joist Stipulation of Claim ConstmctioiL, theyarties have stipulated to the 
construction of 17 other terms in the *972 patent The Gorat will therefore adopt these stipulated 
constructions, solely for thepurpose of this lawsuit 

Accordingly, the Court enters the following oiden 

ITIS ORDEREDthattheattachedconstr^ 
any jury instructions given in this cause and will be applied by the Court in. ruling on the issues 
rased in summary judgment 
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CONSTRUCTION OF CLAIMS 
PATENT NO. 5,941,972 

pispnted Terms 

The phrase "implements access-controls for storage space on the SCSI storage devices" means 
provides controls winch limit a computer's, access to a specific subset of storage devices or sections 
of asingte storage device. 

" The phrase "allocatianof subsets of storage space to associated Fibre Channel devices, wherein each 
subset is only accessible by the associated Fibre Chanel device' ' means subsets of storage space are 
allocated to specific Fibre Channel devices. 

A "supervisor unit" is a microprocessor programmed to process data in a buffer in order to map 
between Kbie Channel devices and SCSI devices and which implements access controls; 

A "SCSI storage device 5 * is any storage device including, for example, a tape driv^*CB-ROM drive, ' 
or a hard disk drive that understands -die JSCSI protocol and can communicate using the SCSI 
protocol. 

The term "map* 3 means to create a path from a device on one side of the storage router to a device 
on the other ride of the routed Le. from a Fibre Channel device to a SCSI device (or vice-versa), A 
"map" contains a representation of devices on each side of the storage router, so that when a device 
on one side of the storage router •wants to communicate with a device on the other side of the storage 
router, the storage router can connect the devices. 

A Tibre Channel protocol unit" is a portion of fhe-Tibfce Channel controller "which connects to the 
Fibre Channel ^transport medium. . 

A **SCSI protocol .unit" is a portion of the SCSI controller which interfaces to the SCSI bus. 

Stipulated / T lndfapnted Terms 1 

A "bufieT is a. memory device that is utni^totoporarityholddata.- 

A "drrect memory access (DMA) mteife^ 
control to access memory for data transfer, 

A "Fibre Channel" is a known high-speed serial interconnect, the structure and operation of •which 
is described, for example, inPibxe Channel Physical and SigoalmgInteirflce(FC-PH), ANSIX3.230 
Fibre Channel Arbitrated Loop (FOAL), and ANSI X3.272 Fibre Channel Private Loop Direct 
Attach (FC-PLD A). 
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A TFibie Channel controller" is a device thai interfaces with h Fibre Channel transport medium 
A "Fibre Channel device" is any device, such asacompuler, that imde^ 

"Bsai-csirE^ffiinicate usmpuBreChaimel proSSt t 

^Hhre Channel protocor is a set of rales that apply to Fitae Channel. 

A "Fibre Channel transport medium" is a serial optical or electrical ctixrimtixricatiotts link that 
connects devices using Fibre Channel protocol. 

A ^first-brfirst-ont queue" is a miiM-fel ement data Structure from which dements can be removed 
only in the same order in Which they Trere inserted; that is, it follows a first m, first out (EEFO) 
constra mL 

A ^hard disk drive" is a well known magnetic storage media, and includes a SCSI hard disk drive. 

An "initiator device* is a device that issues requests for data or storage. 

♦ 

"Maintaining) a config nr gtion" means lcegpfag) a modifiable setting of information- 

A "native low level, block protocor is a set of rules or standards that enable computers to exchange 
information and do not involve the overhead of high level protocols and file systems typically 
required by network servers. 

A "SCSI" (Small Computer System Interfere) is a high speed parallel interface final may be used to 
connect components of a computer system. 

A "SCSI bus transport medhnn' , is a cable consisting of a group of parallel wires (normally 6S)That 
forms a commumcadons path between a SCSI storage device and* another device, such as a 
computer. 

A **SCSI controller" is a device that interfaces with the SCSI bus transport medium. 

"Virtual local storage" is a specific subset of overall data stored in storage devices that "has the 
appearance and characteristics of local storage. 

A "workstation" is aranote cofnputing device that connects to die Fibre Channel, and may consist 
of a personal computer. 
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